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Preface

In the long history of warfare, a recurring theme is the combined use
of regular and irregular forces to pursue victory. The American
colonists relied upon regular Continental Army troops and local militia
in their war for independence. British troops commanded by
Wellington fought alongside Spanish peasant guerrillas against
Napoleon in Spain. The Chinese Communists under Mao Zedong
organized local militia units, regional forces, and a regular army for use
in their struggle to topple the Nationalist government. In these and
many other cases, the practice of employing regular and irregular forces
together was not only applied, but also instrumental in bringing victory
to the side that at the beginning of the conflict seemed clearly inferior to
its opponent.

In 1996, in an article entitled “Napoleon in Spain,” Dr. Thomas M.
Huber of the Combat Studies Institute (CSI) coined the term
“compound warfare” to describe this phenomenon of regular and
irregular forces fighting in concert, as he examined the reasons for
Napoleon’s failure to pacify the Iberian Peninsula. The article, written
to support CSI’s course in modern warfare at the U.S. Army Command
and General Staff College, received high praise from student officers,
from the CSI faculty, and from the Institute’s director at the time,
Colonel Jerry Morelock. Impressed by Dr. Huber’s analysis of the
synergistic effects achieved by Wellington’s British Army and Spanish
guerrillas as they worked together against Napoleon’s forces, Col.
Morelock suggested that other members of CSI examine examples of
this pattern of warfare in other times and places. This book is a
compilation of their studies.

While the basic concept of compound warfare is easily grasped, in
practice, the phenomenon can assume many forms. Dr. Huber’s initial
chapter provides a conceptual framework that can be used to facilitate
analysis of the problem. The most straightforward form of compound
warfare is that in which one side has a regular (conventional) force and
irregular (unconventional) forces fighting under unified direction. In
this situation, the full complementary effects of compound warfare can
be realized, as each type of force conducts operations that give full
expression to its own capabilities. A crucial aspect of the
complementary relationship between regular and irregular forces is the
way in which they increase the number and the variety of threats faced
by the enemy. Irregular force operations pressure an enemy to disperse
forces that otherwise would be concentrated against regular forces.
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Regular force movements pressure an enemy to concentrate forces that
he would like to disperse to counter irregular force attacks. Unless the
enemy has forces large enough and mobile enough to engage all
threatening actions by both types of forces simultaneously and
effectively, the side possessing regular and irregular forces should be
able to achieve local superiority in certain places at certain times. That
local superiority is critical because it establishes a foundation upon
which to build a larger, more capable force structure and fight even
harder.

The importance of achieving local superiority is addressed by Dr.
Huber in his development of the idea of “fortified” (strengthened)
compound warfare. This variation of compound warfare exists,
according to Dr. Huber’s definition, when a regular force is shielded
from destruction in some definitive way. This situation can be created
when a regular force has superior agility and mobility, has an advantage
in technology, is protected by terrain, or has constructed a strong
defensive position. It might also be created by diplomatic activity and
the establishment of an alliance with a major power that can exert
military pressure on the enemy. When an entity fighting compound
warfare reaches the point where it is “fortified” (possesses
indestructible local superiority in some area), there is room for
optimism about its prospects for future success.

While there can be significant differences between “fortified”
compound warfare and the simple form of compound warfare, what
they have in common is that a regular force and an irregular force
coordinate their operations. But what of a conflict where irregular
guerrillas fighting for a cause act independently from a regular
conventional army? Can the dynamics of compound warfare still be
present? That issue is addressed in the essays dealing with Ireland and
Afghanistan. Inboth cases, an equivalent for aregular army existed and
that equivalent served to limit the military resources that were directed
against the guerrillas. It is also possible for there to be an equivalent for
the major-power ally that Huber makes a major feature of “fortified”
compound warfare. In the Chinese civil war, central Communist
direction over regular conventional and irregular guerrilla units made
this a case of simple compound warfare. But this war became a variant
of “fortified” compound war when the Imperial Japanese Army
invaded China and inadvertently aided the Communists by forcing the
Nationalist government to withdraw troops from campaigns designed
to exterminate Mao’s forces. Unintentionally, the Japanese army
performed a service for the Communists equivalent to what could be
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expected from a major-power ally. Clearly, while the concept of compound
warfare is simple, the dynamic relationships and effects of compound
warfare can take many different shapes and appear in many different
environments.

This collection contains studies of conflicts that occurred in three
different centuries and in many different social, political, economic,
and military environments. While the cases examined are dissimilar in
numerous ways, they are linked by the presence within them of some
variant of compound warfare. Dr. Michael Pearlman’s essay on
eighteenth-century Indian wars describes an environment in which a
wide variety of military operators were interacting. Pearlman
concludes that French and British adversaries both employed elements
of compound warfare. Dr. Jerry Morelock’s study evaluates
Washington’s achievement as a main force commander in a compound
warfare environment. Dr. Huber’s analysis of Napoleon’s long
campaign in Spain—the seminal article on compound
warfare—illuminates the ingenious methods of the phenomenon
practiced by Wellington. Dr. Jerold Brown’s treatment of Indian
warfare on the Great Plains explores lost opportunities of the U.S.
Army to employ compound warfare methods. Dr. John Broom’s article
on the Anglo-Irish conflict (1919) analyzes the multiple pressures the
Irish independence movement sought to apply to the British. Dr. Gary
Bjorge’s analysis of the Huai Hai campaign shows how Mao Zedong,
one of the modern masters of compound warfare, brought its tenets to
bear against Chiang Kai-shek in the Chinese civil war. Randall Briggs’
view of the American experience in Vietnam sheds light on the
complex problems the United States faced in the compound warfare
environment there and how America tried to resolve those problems.
Dr. Robert Baumann’s essay on the Soviet war in Afghanistan surveys
Afghan tribesmen using compound warfare methods effectively
against the Soviet Union.

All of these case studies contain information on their respective
conflicts that may be new to readers. That may be reason enough to read
them. But what should prove to be most stimulating about this
collection is the common application and examination of the compound
warfare concept that all the studies share. Approaching these conflicts
from this abstract perspective will give readers a better sense of why
these conflicts developed as they did. One can hope as well that this
collection will also allow readers to understand better the powerful
dynamics that are present in that pattern of warfare in which regular and
irregular forces are used in concert. Even as this work first goes to print,
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a new variant of compound warfare has surfaced in the Afghan theater
of the global war on terrorism. There, technologically sophisticated
guerrillas (allied Special Operations Forces) are supporting a much
larger but relatively unsophisticated conventional force to achieve a
stunning victory over a common foe. Knowing how the dynamics of
compound warfare have affected the outcome of past conflicts will
better prepare us to meet both present crises and future challenges of a
similar nature.

Combat Studies Institute
August 2002



Compound Warfare:
A Conceptual Framework

Thomas M. Huber

Napoleon Bonaparte called his disastrous war in Spain “that fatal
knot.”” Throughout history, talented commanders have been often
perplexed, and sometimes defeated, by the challenges posed by
guerrilla warfare, and especially guerrilla warfare used in concert with
a regular force. The long history of warfare is replete with instances
where regular forces and irregular forces have been used together. In
some cases, the outcomes of these conflicts have seemed to defy
analysis because weak forces have defeated strong ones and because
victory in battle has not led to victory in war. How did ragtag Spanish
guerrillas defeat the mighty legions of Napoleon? How were the Viet
Cong able to stand so long against the overwhelming strategic might of
the United States? Spain (1808 to 1814) and Vietnam (1965 to 1973)
are two of the best known examples of this kind of warfare, but students
of history know of many others. The “compound warfare” [CW]
conceptual framework is a new way of approaching these troublesome
cases where regular forces and irregular forces have been used
synergistically. The term “compound” is used because there are two
different force elements in play that complement, or compound, each
other’s effects.

Compound Warfare

What is compound warfare? Compound warfare is the simultaneous
use of a regular or main force and an irregular or guerrilla force against
an enemy. In other words, the CW operator increases his military
leverage by applying both conventional and unconventional force at
the same time.2 In this essay, the term “CW operator” usually means
the overall commander in a CW struggle who effectively directs it,
though the term may also be applied to other CW leaders.’ Compound
warfare most often occurs when all or part of a minor power’s territory
1s occupied by an intervening major power. Usually one country will
not be disposed to, or succeed in, occupying another unless it has
superior force. However, once the greater power’s forces are
distributed over the lesser power’s territory, the lesser power is then in a
position to conduct compound warfare.



The great advantage of resorting to compound warfare is that it
pressures the enemy to both mass and disperse at the same time. If the
enemy masses, the CW operator’s irregular force may attack and
damage his lines of communication. If the enemy disperses to protect
his lines of communication (LOCs), the CW operator’s regular force
may destroy him in detail. By greatly increasing the security problems
faced by his enemy, the CW operator gains disproportionate leverage
over him. Facing a double challenge may in itself make the enemy
irresolute and keep him off balance. In other words, CW methods allow
the operator to impose more pressure on his enemy than that operator
could if he were using all his assets in one way.

In many respects, the operations of the regular force and of the
irregular force are complementary. The irregular force provides
important advantages to the regular force. It conveys superior
intelligence information while suppressing enemy intelligence. It
makes food and supplies available to the main force or expedites their
passage through its territory. It denies food and supplies to the enemy
and interdicts his passage. It may augment the personnel of the main
force itselfif need be by adding to it combat power or labor power at key
moments. It may also attrit the personnel strength of the adversary. In
sum, the irregular force enhances the effort of the regular force by
offering information, goods, and troops, while denying them to the
enemy.

Similarly, the regular force can provide important advantages to
local irregular forces. Pressure from the main force can oblige the
enemy to withdraw and relocate troops from localities in which the
guerrillas are operating, thus giving the irregular forces greater freedom
ofaction. The main force may furnish specialized training, equipment,
and funds to the guerrillas. The main force can provide strategic
information, advising the guerrillas of when and where to act to
accommodate the overall effort. If the irregulars are suppressed and
forced into political passivity by enemy action, the friendly regular
force, passing through the locality, can depose the collaborators,
embolden the guerrillas, and revive their political and military activity.
This main force provides the guerrilla force with relief from the
enemy’s presence in the locale, with training and supplies, with
strategic information, and with local political leverage. All of these
complementary interactions between regular and irregular forces make
compound warfare an especially effective form of warfare, one in
which the whole 1s greater than the sum of the parts.



Historically, there have been many instances of compound war. The
most famous cases in the early modern period are perhaps those of
Washington’s lieutenants—Nathaniel Greene and others—in the
American War of Independence (1775 to 1883) and Wellington in
Spain (1808 to 1814). The best known examples in the twentieth
century are perhaps Mao Zedong in China’s revolutionary wars (1927
to 1949) and Ho Chi-Minh in Vietnam’s (1945 to 1975). Most serious
students of military history can cite numerous cases of compound
warfare and are aware that this is an especially effective form of war.
Most would also agree that it is important to understand how compound
warfare works and why it is so powerful.

Fortified Compound Warfare

Compound warfare is most often decisive when “fortified.” This
insight may be the most important and the most original element of CW
analysis. Compound warfare, although it offers a formidable challenge
to its adversaries, can usually be overcome by first destroying the CW
defender’s main force and then suppressing guerrilla activity region by
region. Fortified compound warfare [FCW], by contrast, is rarely
overcome. It has nearly always defeated its opponents because the
adversary’s necessary first step to victory, destroying the FCW
defender’s main force, is almost impossible. It is for this reason that,
historically, minor-power FCW operators have often defeated
strategically superior major-power adversaries.

“Fortification” means that the CW operator’s main force is shielded
from destruction in some definitive way. (The term “fortify” is used
here in its original abstract sense of “strengthen.” It can, but often does
not, refer to constructed defensive positions. Alliances, diplomacy,
technology, terrain, agility, and other factors can help achieve
“fortification.”) Why is fortification, the accomplished invulnerability
of the main force, so often decisive ina CW environment? The impact
of compound warfare’s complementarities is formidable. Add to
compound warfare the pattern of fortification, and it is almost
insurmountable. Any CW operator who can exempt his main force
from destruction usually can use it to protect, nourish, revive, or replace
collaborating local guerrilla forces almost indefinitely. Such a
favorable situation places a continuing, inescapable double pressure on
the major-power adversary. Historically, two conditions occurring
together seem usually to guarantee main-force invulnerability: safe
haven and a major-power ally. If the CW operator has a safe haven
where his regular force can shelter, and a major ally that is at least a peer



of'his major-power adversary, then in theory the CW operator can keep
his regular force in being indefinitely. The main force can thus also
protect and nourish the CW operator’s guerrilla force in a similar
fashion.

Almost always the major-power adversary, faced with these
simultaneous pressures indefinitely, sees his campaign to be futile or
too costly and eventually abandons it. In other words, the adversary is
defeated. Fortified compound warfare in its original formulation thus
features four elements that sustain a minor power conducting an FCW
defense: 1) aregular or main force, 2) an irregular or guerrilla force, 3) a
safe haven for the regular force, and 4) a major-power ally. (The most
advantageous position in an FCW situation is that of the major-power
ally of the minor-power FCW operator. The major-power ally enjoys
extravagant leverage on his strategic rival at little cost to himself.)
Fortification makes the difference between compound warfare, which
1s difficult to defeat, and fortified compound warfare, which is nearly
impossible to defeat. For planners, it is an important distinction.

We should note here that “safe haven” for purposes of this analysis
1s, like “fortification,” used in an abstract sense. It may refer to an
actual place of shelter, such as Wellington’s safe camp behind the
famous Torres Vedras lines. But it may also refer to any factors that
allow the main force to withdraw to a place inaccessible to the enemy.
Safe haven may thus be determined by the physical realities of
defensive architecture or geography, but it may also be determined by
technological, diplomatic, political, or other factors. In Southeast Asia,
the Cambodian and North Vietnamese border zones represented a safe
haven for the North Vietnamese army that was established by
intangible diplomatic and political factors, not by geographical or
physical factors. Logically, of course, any factor or combination of
factors that assure the survival of the regular force indefinitely amounts
to fortification. For example, superior agility for the regular force,
combined with ample non-restrictive terrain and secure supply, would
normally be sufficient to preserve that force. However, in historical
cases, the combination of safe haven and major-power ally is the
circumstance that most readily seems to accomplish fortification.

The FCW conceptual framework may be the element of the present
study that is most original. Earlier writers, notably Mao Zedong, have
extolled the advantages of using regular and irregular forces together.
This cannot be said of the main tenets of FCW, which seem not to have
been systematically developed by earlier writers. FCW tenets include
the idea that indestructibility of the main force is the essence of



“quagmire” wars, such as Spain from 1808 to 1814 and Vietnam from
1965 to 1973. These conflicts have seemed to defy analysis in the past
because even victorious operations have appeared to yield no
resolution and because weak forces have appeared to defeat strong
ones. Quagmire wars are wars that continue to be prosecuted after it has
become obvious that the defending regular force is indestructible. The
FCW conceptual framework facilitates examination of main force
indestructibility and potential counter-strategies, something earlier
writers have not done.* Because fortified compound warfare allows
operators to fight and win, in almost every historical case, with
conventional force ratios that would otherwise appear to be hopelessly
inferior, it is likely to be encountered often in the future. Military
planners thus need to understand the dynamics of this type of warfare
before the event.

The Variety of Compound War

Although the model of compound warfare offered here has been kept
simple in hopes that it will serve as a convenient framework for
analysis, readers should remember that enormous variety exists in the
historical cases of compound warfare. As in most other realms of
military thought, the theory is simple but the reality is complex. The
CW model assumes that one side in a CW conflict uses CW methods
and the other does not. In reality, both sides may use CW methods. In
most historical cases of compound warfare, one side uses CW methods
predominantly; the other side deliberately uses them to the extent it is
able. The model assumes two kinds of force, regular or conventional
force, and irregular or guerrilla force. Several types of mobile regional
militias may fall between these two poles and may contribute
importantly to the leverage of the CW operator. In other words, various
intermediate types of force are possible between the regular and
irregular models promulgated here for simplicity.

The CW conceptual framework also assumes that all the CW
operator’s regular forces and irregular forces are coordinated. In the
more complex reality, deliberate coordination may extend to all, some,
one, or none of the military elements in play. If two powers or entities
are operating independently against the same enemy and only one
understands CW dynamics, he may shape his own operations so as to
put CW pressure on the enemy even with no cooperation whatever from
the other power or entity. This would be compound warfare done
unilaterally; “coordination” is done by only one side. In other words,
the advantages of the complementarity are achieved, but by the



deliberate action of only one participant. CW effects may even be
achieved when two powers operate independently against the same
enemy, with neither power grasping or intending to use CW dynamics.
When each does what it does best, these separate powers may still end
up putting CW pressures on that enemy, thus achieving compound
warfare inadvertently.

One might think of this in terms of levels of coordination in
compound warfare. The highest level of coordination is where one
operator has both complete conceptual grasp of CW dynamics and
complete command authority over all elements of the CW conflict,
Mao Zedong being an example. At middle levels (unilateral compound
war), at least one operator has conceptual understanding and effectively
coordinates one or more of the elements. Wellington in Spain from
1808 to 1814 is an example of this. Wellington understood CW
dynamics, but many of the Spanish guerrilla chiefs probably did not.
Wellington partially overcame this problem by giving operational
direction to some of the irregular units. At the lowest levels of
coordination (inadvertent compound war), each military element may
or may not have intellectual control and has operational control only of
itself. An example may be the Indian tribes who attacked across the
Texas frontier in the 1860s while Union and Confederate conventional
forces contended elsewhere. Neither the Indians nor their inadvertent
Union allies had any sense of waging compound warfare. Each
belligerent fought its own war in its own way, without any
coordination.  Nevertheless, Texan defenders found themselves
confronted with the classic CW dilemma.

The CW conceptual framework assumes that a conflict either is a
compound war or is not. In reality, one finds degrees of compound
warfare. There is compound warfare proper where all the elements of
compound warfare are in place, and what one might call “quasi”
compound warfare, where one or more elements of compound warfare
are absent. For example, a conventionally organized regular force may
be lacking, but functional equivalents of this apparently absent element
may be in place, so that CW dynamics are still obtained. Some
conventional conflicts, such as World War 11, occasionally show large-
or small-scale CW activities and CW effects—*“concurrent” compound
warfare. Hitler fought a conventional war in Europe, for example, but
as part of that war had to counter CW methods as practiced by partisans
in Russia, Yugoslavia, and elsewhere. Rather than attempt to account
for every possible circumstance, the CW conceptual framework has
been presented here in its most basic form so that it may serve to



facilitate analysis. The historical reality is, of course, extremely
complex. The simple CW model, it is hoped, will give analysts a place
to start in coping with these complexities.

Why Study Compound Warfare?

Why pursue a broader understanding of compound warfare? Why
does the CW concept merit study? The compound warfare idea is
especially useful as an intellectual framework for the analysis of
quagmire wars, such as Napoleon in Spain or the U.S. in Vietnam,
which yield outcomes that appear counterintuitive when simple force
ratios are consulted. Moreover, a number of historical cases besides
quagmire wars have shown the influence of CW dynamics, even though
those dynamics were not always deducible from reports of discrete
military operations. It is thus helpful for historians to have the CW
conceptual framework at hand as a means of analyzing all these cases.

There are more pressing reasons than historiographical convenience
for trying to master CW concepts, however. Planners of military
operations in potential CW environments can better anticipate real
consequences of military operations if they are alert to the usual
dynamics and possibilities of compound warfare. It is especially
important to be aware that compound warfare is usually decisive when
fortified. Itis far less costly to understand CW dynamics going in than
to learn them in a harder school: failed operations. By grappling with a
variety of theoretical issues here, readers will not only enhance their
understanding of historical events but also develop insights that may
lead to improved decision-making in the future.






Notes

Napoleon Bonaparte, Memorial de Sainte-Helene, Vol I (Paris: 1961 [1823]),
609-10; quoted in John L. Tone, The Fatal Knot: The Guerrilla War in Navarre
and the Defeat of Napoleon in Spain (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North
Carolina Press, 1994), 3.

For purely stylistic reasons the following three sets of terms are used
interchangeably in this discussion to refer to the massed force and the dispersed
force respectively: main force and guerrilla force, conventional force and
unconventional force, and regular force and irregular force. Note that the “main
force” used in this sense may not represent the “main effort,” since in some
cases the guerrillas may represent the main effort. Moreover, these terms refer
to habitual tactical employment not organization, since a conventionally
organized force may at times employ guerrilla tactics and vice versa.

“CW operator” refers here to several types of military commander or other
authority (guerrilla leader, party official) controlling military forces in support
of'a CW struggle: a) anyone operating so as to contribute to a CW effort even if
not aware of CW dynamics, b) anyone operating who is aware of and uses CW
dynamics, and ¢) anyone who is operating and aware, but who also effectively
controls all or most of the CW assets deployed, whether massed or dispersed.
Thus the CW operator may be a guerrilla commander or a main force
commander or both. He may be indigenous or expeditionary. There may be
several or numerous CW operators fighting against the same adversary in a
given environment. Usually by “CW operator,” however, we mean the last of
the above three types, namely the overall commander in a CW struggle who
effectively directs it.

This analysis implies that if one wishes to win a quagmire war against a minor
power conducting an FCW defense, then one must proceed by first attempting
to defortify the adversary. In other words, one must attack his safe havens, his
alliances, or whatever else provides him with effective fortification.
Theoretically such efforts, if successful, may still allow an intervening power to
prevail in a quagmire war. Ifthese projects cannot be achieved, then the double
pressures of fortified compound warfare will continue to bear.






The Wars of Colonial North America,
1690-1763

Michael D. Pearlman

Introduction

A recently published enquiry into the origins of war, approximately
5,000 years before the birth of Christ, differentiated the nature of armed
conflict in two situations, those waged between like-minded
agricultural settlements from those waged against the settlements by
nomads grazing or hunting animals and gathering wild crops. Warfare
of the first sort, pursued for land and sovereignty, tended to fall under a
series of rituals and rules. Adult males monopolized combat
exclusively conducted on an open battlefield. Stealth was considered
cowardice and slaughter was averted, that is once one contestant
surrendered autonomy by joining the victor’s domain. These contours
of conflict, for a series of reasons, went into abeyance when a nomadic
tribe attacked a settled community. The contestants had nothing but
contempt for each other’s culture; it was a “clash of civilizations,” to
use a contemporary phrase. Emotions notwithstanding, practicality
played a part. The nomadic bands on the attack lacked the means of
transport to withdraw expeditiously the loot for which they fought. To
discourage pursuit, they had to overrun their victim’s community to
prevent recovery and sow fear precluding plans for revenge. This
would tend to dissolve the limits placed on warfare as well as modify
the forms and style of war. Whatever manly contests nomads used to
measure strength in their own ranks, they could not beat settlements of
superior technology except by concealment, terror, and surprise.

This general state of affairs, occurring long before the advent of
extensive written records, must be pieced together through gravesites,
artifacts, and other discoveries of archeology. The details of the story
will never be known, but its main contours (as previously described)
are not much different from events in the early period of modern
European military history. From the 1500s, nation states were in the
process of purging from their armies mercenary bands of irregular units
conducting unconventional operations. This course of change was
largely completed by the 1750s, the decisive decade in the century of
struggle between Britain and France for rule in North America. The
physical and political requirements of this particular theater (described
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in the coming paragraphs) necessitated reintroducing force structures
and tactics then fading from conflicts between nations on the Continent,
except for special Hungarian auxiliaries originally used along and on
the outskirts of Christendom in raiding party warfare against the
Turkish Empire. In the New World, where irregulars were far more
important, both sides sought allies among Native Americans, who held
the balance of military power. Still, notwithstanding the skills Indians
had in scouting and ambush, European-bred officers deemed them
unreliable, much like earlier European mercenaries. Hence, Britain and
France sought to incorporate Indian tactical capabilities by assigning
unconventional missions, first to their colonists and then to special light
infantry units in their regular armed forces. This practice was inspired
by the belief that these particular units, manned by White Christians,
could adopt Indian tactics without sharing undesirable Indian cultural
liabilities. By 1759, the ground forces of the colonial rivals tended to
mirror each other, a fact that doomed Canada to defeat. Once France
lost its qualitative advantage through its unconventional operations, the
6,000 French military men serving in North America would be
overwhelmed by 44,000 English soldiers and sailors.”

Indian Wars and Colonial Conflicts

The Iroquois “hold the balance on the continent of North America. If
the Five Nations should at any time in conjunction with the Eastern
Indians. . . revolt from the English to the French, they would in a short
time drive us out of this continent.”

—Colonial New York government officials, 1701°

The longest military conflict in American history, the so-called
Indians Wars, were actually a series of conflicts beginning with the
Roanoke tribe’s attack on Jamestown in 1622 and ending with the U. S.
7th Cavalry’s fight with the Sioux at Wounded Knee, South Dakota, in
1890. Common images of this conflict, largely shaped by movies and
mythology, portray it as white men (or Euro-Americans) versus Native
Americans, a struggle that reached its dramatic climax on the Great
Plains with George Armstrong Custer in 1876. (With the sole exception
of Gettysburg, more books have been written about the Little Bighorn
than any other battle in American history.) In point of fact, after 1813,
with the death of Tecumseh at the Battle of the Thames, Indian wars
were rather unimportant, except to those few people directly involved.
By then, erstwhile English, French, or Spanish allies stopped providing
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sanctuaries and supplies to the Indians. Thus, from that time, the
Indians became a temporary obstacle, only slowing, not preventing,
U.S. expansion. Earlier, during the colonial era, before the U.S. existed,
Indians were a solid barrier to expansion, with the power to determine
whether France or Britain would rule North America. Indians and
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Indian wars were never so important to the fate of this continent as they
were from 1690 to 1763.

Indian wars rarely, if ever, simply pitted Euro-Americans against
Native Americans. Whether it was the Crow and Rhee with Custer in
his war with the Sioux or the Mohawks and British colonists against the
Huron and the French, these conflicts have always been a variant of
compound warfare—friendly tribes conducting irregular operations
allied with Euro-Americans against a common enemy, be it hostile
tribes, enemy colonies, or a hostile alliance conducting compound
warfare on its own.

Vis-a-vis other wars in this casebook, particularly Napoleon in Spain
and the American Revolution, what stands out in the colonial wars of
North America is the relative ineffectiveness of compound operations,
probably because both sides eventually developed the same force
structure using European professionals, Euro-American militia, and
Native American tribes. Before the mid-1750s, the French had a clear
advantage in the irregular warfare practiced by their Canadian settlers
and native allies. Britain, after being beaten in woodland wars,
followed suit by organizing Indian scouts, American rangers, and its
own light infantry to supplement what would be its decisive strengths:
the larger battalions of the English army and the power projection assets
of the Royal Navy.

Military Policy and Force Structure, European and
American Ways of War

You ought to be ashamed of yourself!l Do you want to be a
highwayman, sulking in a ditch! Come out into the open and behave
properly, like a Brandenburger and a real soldier!

—Frederick the Great to a Prussian jaeger preparing an ambush, 1761°

Accustomed as I am to think like a European . . . my soul has several
times shuddered at spectacles my eyes have witnessed.

—Captain Louis Antoine de Bougainville, 1757

When Britain began its series of wars with France in 1690, it had no
public debt. By 1753, the government owed its creditors 84 million
pounds sterling. One has trouble getting precise figures for France; it
never quite knew how much it owed. Suffice it to say that on the eve of
the decisive conflict (called the Seven Years’ War in Europe; the
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French-Indian War in British America), London and Paris were
haunted with fears of national bankruptcy. Both treasuries wanted
peace, if only for deficit reduction—*“our principal object” according to
the Duke of Newcastle, the First Lord of the Treasury and head minister
of the British government.

North America proved a substantial problem for these plans of
mutual accommodation. Indistinctly drawn on the maps of the time, the
Ohio River Valley, upper New York, and Nova Scotia were sparsely
populated and claimed by both sides, as well as by their respective tribal
allies. The French based their title on exploration, the English on
effective occupation. As the British stated it: “A few loose fellowes
rambling amongst Indians to keep themselves from starving [does not]
give the French a right to the Country.” To protect disputed territory
without precipitating a major conflict, both sides planned to roll back
what they called “encroachments” by their rival. Then, according to
Newcastle, diplomats could “come to a reasonable Agreement upon the
Whole” issue of who owns what. Moreover, they could do it “as cheap
and as inoffensive as we can.”

As part and parcel of this policy, the British and the French tried to
minimize an expensive commitment of European professional soldiers
and maximize the contribution of their respective colonies to their own
defense. “The Business in America,” said Newcastle, “must be done by
Americans.” Unfortunately, Euro-American irregulars and Native
Americans were far less worried about the condition of the French or
English treasury. They also practiced war in a manner fundamentally
different from that of Europeans—being far less willing to conduct a
protracted campaign but far more likely to plunder in any particular
battle.

Since the early 1600s, European nations had been in the process of
replacing hired mercenaries with a standing army. The latter was
uniformed, drilled, and heavily armed with muskets, bayonets, and
grenades. It primarily deployed in close order, to maximize the
efficiency of this weaponry best used in synchronized firing by linear
groups at short range. The former, on the other hand, were lightly
armed, free-wheeling individualists who skirmished in open
formations and primarily joined military campaigns for the chance to
pillage. Increasingly, their particular talents and specialty, that of
long-distance raids behind enemy lines, was deemed suspect for direct
and indirect reasons. Many officers felt that looting was
counterproductive when it came to raising local resources. “It is true,”
said one 1744 publication, that it “may at first bring in a profusion of all
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necessaries to the army [but] that will soon be wasted and consumed
and then the army (which perhaps ought to have continued in that
situation [i.e., location]) must be forced to quit it or starve. Whereas,
had the people been protected and properly encouraged they might
have constantly brought in provisions.” Logistics aside, officers also
thought pillage dangerous from the standpoint of combat command and
control. “Nothing so effectually destroys their discipline and takes off
those qualities which constitute the Soldier as does his own plunder.”
When that occurs, said one leading critic of mercenary units, soldiers
become “more dangerous tg the very state that maintains them, than
even its declared enemies.”

However, at the same time as British and French armies were
laboriously culling these military vagabonds and bandits from their
ranks in Europe, they recruited in America what they considered their
functional equivalents, Indian auxiliaries. The analogy to mercenaries
might not be completely fair. The presents (or payments) Native
Americans expected from their allies were also symbols of respect. The
rhetoric, protocol, and status proffered at a gift-giving ceremony were
often as rewarding as the gift. Thus, officials of England and France
entitled tribes “nations,” their envoys “ambassadors,” their chiefs
“kings,” and agreements with them “treaties.” Europeans may have
done this with tongue in cheek since they were loath to grant Indians the
operational autonomy true allies inherently have. However, the Indians
failed to accept this subordinate relationship, neither the Hurons,
Algonquins, Ottawa, and Abenaki who favored French Canada, nor the
Stockbridge, Mohegans, and Mohawks who sided with Britain. The
Indian tribes considered themselves independent entities, as Europeans
presumably acknowledged in their treaties of alliance. Not being
subordinate subjects, they fought for their own interests, as did England
and Prussia or France, Austria, and Russia: the different coalition
partners in the European theater of the Seven Years War. Royal armies,
doing the king’s business, battled to acquire territory, the spoils of war
for the nation state. Indians often fought for the opportunity to “loot”
property, to use a pejorative term elites gave to the immediate
post-battle behavior of their own needy soldiers and European
mercenaries, not to mention the political objectives of many Native
American tribes.

Politically, in point of fact, most Indians were never quite “allies™ or
“subordinates” because they lived beyond “command and control,” at
least as white men understood those terms. Europeans were raised in
patriarchal families, served in hierarchal armies, and were subjects in
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nations governed by hereditary aristocrats—none of these institutions
dependent on popular consent. As for the Indians, their families were
often matriarchies, wherein fathers served as mediators. Their
governments, in turn, ‘“never execute[d] their Resolutions by
Compulsion or Force upon any of their People,” so wrote the
contemporary chronicler of the tribes of Upper New York. Primarily
hunter-gatherers of food, they lived near subsistence, the fate of all
people who do not domesticate crops or animals on farm or pastureland.
Hence Indians were simply too poor to afford a division of labor; that is,
they lacked a permanent group of men who specialized in governing
others in war or in peace, as opposed to gathering protein (the common
lot of common people around the world). “The great and fundamental
principles of their policies are that every man is naturally freed and
independent [and] no one or more [person or people] on earth has any
right to deprive him of his freedom.” Such was the informed opinion of
Robert Rogers, commander of Anglo-American rangers, whose
insights about what Indians would and would not do accounts for his
tactical success, either with them as allies or against them as enemy.

The absence in the Indian system of an authoritative government that
created unity of political effort prevented them from ever becoming
what French and English colonists thought they would be: the factor
determining the fate of North America. The Indians could have decided
which European nation would win a particular war, or they could have
tried to maintain a stalemate and balance of power, as some sagacious
Indians proposed. (““We are born Freemen, and have no dependence,”
one Iroquois told an English settler. “If your Allies are your Slaves or
Children, [Europeans] may e’en treat ‘em as such.”) However, Indians
could not establish a national policy because they were not a nation and
had no national institutions. Even the so-called Iroquois nation was
nothing but the recognition of a nonaggression pact enabling five
disparate tribes—the Senecas, Cayugas, Onondagas, Oneidas, and
Mohawks—to pursue their separate policies without suffering an attack
by a neighboring tribe on its immediate flank. The Senecas, situated
near the Canadian fort at Niagara, tended to be pro-France, the
European power in the best position to threaten its physical security or
provide economic supplies. Mohawks, living near Albany and Fort
Edward, favored the English, whose trade goods they used to dominate
rival tribes in the Ohio River Valley. Never fighting as a body, the
Iroquois, let alone Indians per se, never exercised their collective
power. 12
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Whether favorable to the English or the French, Indian warriors
fought by different rules than those applied in European warfare from
1670 to 1793. In that age of limited war on the Continent, those who
won rarely slaughtered those who lost, except in regard to “treasonous”
rebels or heathens on their geographic periphery—Irish Catholics,
Acadians, Highland Scots, or Turks. At least in conflicts between
fellow nation-states, officers might carefully preserve prisoners for
trade and ransom, sometimes according to an exchange rate formally
concluded before the onset of the war—so much for colonels, so much
for captains, so much for common soldiers, etc. By the mid-seventeenth
century, Spain, Holland, and France even agreed to a per diem charge
they would pay each other for provisioning the men they captured
before they were exchanged.

Indian warriors, on the other hand, lived by a code that their chiefs
could not control and Europeans could not comprehend: “No
moderation [is known] at all in these barbarians, either [their conduct is
marked by] unheard of cruelties or the best treatment that they can think
of.” Some prisoners were adopted into tribes in hopes of offsetting the
substantial decline in their population due to exposure to European
communicative disease. (Mohawk population, for example, declined
75 percent in the seventeenth century.) Other prisoners were devoured
on the spot, as recorded by one French officer haunted by the “frightful
spectacles that have befouled my eyes.” According to one account,
Indians were drawn “by the smell of fresh human flesh and the chance
to teach their young men how one carves up a human being destined for
the pot.” There was probably a logic to this annihilate or assimilate
policy. One way or the other, the enemy was to be eliminated, as one
Onadaga explained: “We are not like you CHRISTIANS for when you
have taken Prisoners of one another you send them home. By such
means you can not rout one another.” !4

Combined military operations (often to acquire prisoners) suffered
from similar cultural incompatibilities, particularly the Indian
inclination to blur the white man’s line between warfare and peacetime
pursuits. European armies would drill recruits for two to five years,
making them cogs in a military machine because their
machinery—especially their weaponry—was so flawed and
rudimentary. (The only way to make flintlock muskets effective was to
lay down well-controlled waves of volley fire.) By contrast, Indians
underwent no military training at all. Consistent with their general
disinclination for specialization and a division of labor, they simply
extended their behavior patterns for hunting and athletics into the
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military arena. This helps explain why Indians rarely made distinctions
between combatants and civilians, to the consternation of Europeans
who dressed their own soldiers in unique uniforms and housed them in
barracks. It also explains why, without formal schooling, Native
Americans were adept warriors, at least as long as war meant scouting,
raids, or ambush. Said the Royal Governor of New York in 1700:

They lye sculking in the woods behind bushes and flat on their bellies.
If those they shoot at drop, they run and scalp them; but if they
perceive they have missed their shot, they run away without being so
much as seen (for the most part) by those they shoot at, and ‘tis as
much purpose to pursue ‘em in the thick woods, as to pursue birds that
are on the wing . . . They laugh at the English and French for exposing
their bodies in fight and call ‘em fools."

Indian tactics, training, and traditions being what they were, Native
American allies were far less useful when a sustained campaign or siege
had to be conducted. To a people living near subsistence and already
suffering substantial population decline, raiding party warfare could be
genocidal. Anything more intensive probably seemed impractical to
them. However, to Europeans, raiding parties were pin-prick
operations, hardly decisive in affairs of nation states. That unlimited
warfare might be waged with limited means and brief engagements was
a fact not fathomed by most white men who condemned “the cowardice
ofthese Barbarians . . .. You have nothing to do, but to advance, & they
will fly, they never stand an open fire, or an attack.” !0

The colonial powers, obsessed with their own problems, were not
sympathetic to the plight or military practices of Native Americans.
They thought themselves “slaves to Indians” out to “wage war on the
poultry, sheep, and wine barrels.” The last issue, that of drinking liquor,
was a particularly serious problem for Indians, far worse than it was for
European armies, where it was serious indeed. Inebriation induced
dreams and visions that might be considered omens of disaster more
reliable to Native Americans than reconnaissance reports were to their
French or English allies. Whether due to premonitions or to casualties,
“the hurried flight of these Indians,” one officer complained, “shows a
lack of discipline of which they have no idea in Europe.”

Like many generalizations, this chronic complaint of both
contestants, Britain and France, that Indians were military anarchists
was both true and false. Native field craft and battle drill was excellent.
The ability to conduct a devastating ambush from thoroughly disguised
positions is hardly possible for a force in chaos, something often true of
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the white enemy they trapped. Expert testimony on this subject came
from an English colonel, James Smith, after five years in captivity of a
hostile tribe: “I have often hear the British officers call the Indians the
undisciplined savages, which is a capital mistake. . . . They are under
good command and punctual; they can act in concert, and when their
officers lay a plan . . . they will chearfully [sic] unite in putting all their
directions into immediate execution.”

Nonetheless, small unit tactics under the control of a tribe was not the
only military activity of consequence in North America. Political and
operational dependability were also important, especially from the
perspective of European grand strategy. White men could not rely on
Indians to conduct a long war or a protracted campaign, nor count on
them not to fall out of a fighting formation in order to scalp and loot
prisoners of war after an engagement. Ironically, Europeans promoted
the behavior about which they complained. The establishment of their
trading posts in North America created desires and dependencies for
European goods: tools, weapons, utensils, liquor and cloth. This
changed the objectives of Indian warfare, once a pastime largely
conducted for intangible rewards like honor and prestige. It had
become a commercial activity, at least in part. Europeans henceforth
attracted Indian volunteers, allies, and auxiliaries by promising
opportunities for them to plunder. Britain, a rich nation, could also pay
5 pounds sterling for a French scalp; France could only afford 3 pounds
(or its equivalent) for that of the English. When Indians abandoned
sustained campaigns, it was often to collect their pay, that is to consume
the booty or cash the bounty held out for their original enlistment.!

Europeans still might protect—or try to protect—prisoners of war
and their property. They generally thought pillage was barbaric and
would undermine what little control they had over their Indian allies
and auxiliaries. If so, then Europeans were not dependable; they did not
keep their promise, at least from the Indian perspective. It would,
however, be too superficial to cry simple hypocrisy. Many Europeans
were genuinely anguished by their complicity in looting and scalping,
among them Montcalm and Ambherst, the French and English
commanding generals in the decisive years of the war. Nonetheless,
they had no prize to offer other than booty. Honor and prestige were still
motivating factors, despite the influx of consumer goods. Yet not being
aproduct of English commerce, they were rewards in sole possession of
the local tribe. James Smith noted in his narrative of captivity: “There is
no such thing as corporeal punishment used, in order to bring [other
Indians] under good discipline; degrading is the only chastisement” an

20



Indian needs to ensure correct behavior. The friction in
European-Indian combined operations was that each national
component could have its own definition of correct behavior for a
military campaign.

As a summary comment, one could say of the Indians what was said
of the mercenaries then being purged from armies on the Continent:
they both were often tactically effective and efficient, especially in
brief engagements, rather than protracted wars. Their greatest
shortcoming came in action after, not during, a clash of arms. They both
were very difficult for an outside force to control, especially when the
outsider relied on property incentives that literally were there for taking
on a littered battlefield as spoils of war.

Falling between the stereotypical extremes of native individualism
and European corporate control were Canadian and American
militiamen. French officers complained about “Canadian manners and
style,” that is, behavior they considered only marginally more reliable
than that of the Indians, whom Canadians were supposed to discipline
but whom they indulged and often followed. English officers had
similar things to say about the American militiamen, despite the
Americans social separation from the baleful Indian lodges
(settlements the Canadians tended to frequent). The “Provincials” (the
English term for their own colonists) are “Naturally an Obstinate and
Ungovernable People, Utterly Unaquainted with the Nature of
Subordination.” Like Indians, they were notoriously unreliable
compared to English regulars who, enlisting for the duration of a war,
were said by Americans to be “little better than slaves to their Officers.”
Indians dropped out of long campaigns to consume their booty.
Provincials signed one-year contracts for a bonus and pay. When the
year was over, they left camp to invest or spend their savings. If held
back, they mutinied. No matter how aggravating to the British army,
this situation was a fact beyond control. Jeffery Amherst, commanding
general of British forces from late 1758 to 1763, reminded his
subordinates: “We do require their services, ill performed though they
be, and do must endure their indolence and insolence until this cursed
war 1s over. Then good riddance to them all.”

Some fifty miles inside the seacoast, mid-eighteenth century
America was a forested wilderness. “The hardships cannot be
imagined,” one Frenchman wrote in his journal; “it is impossible to
give [Europeans] a fair idea of it.” In this theater, physically resembling
the Burma jungle in World War II, Canadians and Americans provided
the bulk of the transport and logistics needed for operations above and
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beyond small-unit raids. Still, an English colonel would make no more
than begrudging concession to those on whom he came to depend:
provincials are “sufficient to work our boats, drive our Waggons, to fell
Trees, and do the Works that in inhabited Countrys are performed by
Peasants.”

Canadians and Americans were also necessary to screen and scout
for European formations. However, as the war moved into its decisive
stage, these functions fell increasingly to conventional soldiers, a far
more reliable lot. At first, they were performed by Indians, especially
on the British side, creating a military dependency openly
acknowledged in the Boston Evening Post:

However insignificant the Remains of the Indian Natives might
appear in Times of Peace and Security, every Man must now be
convinced that they are the most important Allies and the most
formidable enemies; and consequently no Pains or Expense should be
spared to regain or secure their Friendship or at least their Neutrality.**

Nonetheless, senior British military officials, looking for useful and
obedient subordinates, found Indians to be “a loose-made indolent sett
of People” without “Faith or honesty.” Still, needing scouts if they were
to operate in the forests, they turned to American frontiersmen, such as
Rogers’s Rangers, “stout able Men, for a brush [fight] much better than
[standard] Provincial Troops.” Historically, most militiamen from
settled communities had shunned Indian military methods lest they
themselves descend to a state of savagery, that of “Ravenous howling
Wolves.” True, during times of emergency, such as King Philip’s War
in the 1670s, New England officials recruited special volunteers
because the “despised & despicable Enemy” proved “able to rout and
destroy our valiant and good Souldiers.” Prototypical rangers (often
seamen, indentured servants, allied Indians, frontiersmen, and pirates)
turned the tide by beating the hostile tribes at their own game of
ambush. However, being something of an embarrassment to those who
paid their bounties for scalps and prisoners sold into captivity, they
quickly vanished into postwar obscurity. The tactics of these irregulars
having never entered standard militia doctrine, an anomaly like Captain
Robert Rogers was virtually irreplaceable. This meant that American
rangers could not provide a solid foundation for winning a long and
protracted war. At any moment a man like Rogers operating deep
behind enemy lines could become an instant casualty with few suitable
replacements available to sustain ranger operations over time.
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Unlike standard Provincial volunteers, rangers enlisted for the
duration of the war. Nonetheless, when Rogers fell ill or wounded, as
anyone might conducting operations deep in enemy territory, his men
were nearly as apt to leave their posts as the Indians they replaced. “If
Rogers had been with us, we could not have failed,” lamented Captain
James Abercromby, after some rank and file rangers staged a drunken
riot and were whipped for disobedience. “The rest of the Ranging
Officers have no Subordination among them & not the least command
of their men.” Presumably, this member of a prominent military family
changed his mind as he lay dying from wounds sustained at Bunker Hill
in 1775. There, he led English grenadiers against a position whose flank
was held by John Stark, once a junior officer in Roger’s Rangers. On his
death bed, (now) Colonel Abercromby would write Lord Loudoun,
military commander (North America) from 1755 to late 1757: “A few
such victories [as Bunker Hill] would Ruin the Army.”26

True, Rogers was far more democratic than most officers, although
he held his unit to a very high level of performance in contact with the
enemy. He felt that in military matters “every man’s reason and
judgment must be his guide.” He could lead his special unit because he
held its admiration and did not adopt standard procedures; that is, he
tended to tolerate his unit’s proclivity to steal provisions and sleep
when it should be preparing positions for a tactical defense.

Rogers was unable or unwilling to reconcile the use of formal
discipline in his fighting, which was usually done from tactically
dispersed formations. Other subjects of the British Empire proposed
their own answers to this military problem of securing discipline in
irregular units. A young Virginia militia officer named George
Washington, however, implied in 1754 that there might not be a
solution to the problem. Washington had become upset after witnessing
Iroquois behavior during a small engagement on the Ohio River. In that
clash that triggered the global conflict known as the Seven Years’ War,
Washington saw some native allies, nominally under his command,
wash their hands in the brains of a French captain after knocking “the
poor unhappy wounded [man] on the head.” But two years later,
Washington still proposed reliance on “Indians [who] are [the] only
match for Indians. . . . Without these [auxilaries], we shall ever fight
upon unequal Terms” with France.

Washington may have been relieved to dump irregular warfare
missions on such “savages.” He would spend this war and the next one
waged against Britain trying to get Anglo-Americans to fight in
disciplined, closed formations. English officers, on the other hand, had
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instilled in their units the discipline that eluded Washington. Now, in
1756, they attempted to get some of their soldiers to fight in looser
order, “as really in Effect we have no Indians”—and will not gain their
true support until Britain begins winning the war on its own. John
Campbell, Fourth Earl of Loudoun, North American theater
commander-in-chief, proposed carefully selecting fifty-five English
army officers to learn woodcraft tactics while on temporary assignment
with Rogers’ Rangers. Whereas, others flinched at sending “gentleman
volunteers” to “this Riotous sort of people,” Loudoun explained his
innovation in terms of what is called today a force multiplier:

Whoever is Superior in irregulars has an infinite advantage over the
other side, and must greatly weaken, if not totally destroy them before
[their regular formations] can get to the Point where they can make
their Push. There is no carrying on the war Service here without
Rangers for it is by them, we can have Intelligence of what motion the
Enemy are making, and by them, that we can secure our Camps and
Marches from Surprise.”

The Duke of Cumberland, the senior commander of the entire British
army, replied affirmatively in favor of ranger skills, particularly if
divorced, as Loudoun proposed, from its perceived association with
American indiscipline: “Till Regular officers with men that they can
trust learn to beat the woods and to act as Irregulars, you never will gain
any certain intelligence of the enemy.” Lord Loudoun, then
implementing this concept, organized special units, to be designated
light infantry, largely to hold the left flank of a conventional regiment
drawn up in fighting line or marching column. It was not particularly
unusual to give small, elite units special, auxiliary missions; Grenadiers
held down the right wing. Loundon really pushed the military envelop
of acceptability when he organized a light infantry regiment, the (60 )
Royal Americans.

The 60" Foot had an international flavor, from its origins in a
Parliamentary bill granting special commissions to foreign Protestants.
The fact that light infantry was not standard military fare may have
helped it overcome legislative objections to recruiting aliens to fight
Britain’s wars. Several battalion and company commanders in the
Royal Americans were Swiss mercenaries, such as Lieutenant
Colonels Henri Bouquet and Frederick Haldimand. They were only
eligible to hold English rank in North America, where their foreign
ancestry and common social roots were thought to be of advantage.
Such men might be specially qualified to enlist and command recruits
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from non-English stock, particularly Swiss or German immigrants or
Old World Scots familiar with irregular warfare from life on the
Pennsylvania and Maryland frontier or their native Highlands.
Defeated by the British army at Culloden, Scots joined the English
ranks in the New World.>!

With men like these augmenting Royal units, but now under proper
command and control, a man like Henri Bouquet was willing and able
to “employ regulars in the Woods.” Otherwise he, much like Loudoun
and Cumberland, felt that British soldiers “can not procure any
Intelligence, are open to Continual Surprises,” and might be completely
“destroyed” if caught even “one day’s March from a Fort.” George
Washington, a fellow veteran of the western Pennsylvania theater,
would hold that only Indians could perform these functions. Bouquet
wrote the Virginia militia commander in mid-1758, after Cherokee
auxiliaries had “stolen our goods” and deserted his latest campaign in
the Ohio River Valley: “It is a great humiliation for us to be obliged to
Suffer the repeated insolence of Such rascals; I think it would be easier
to make Indians of our White men [which he did in a tactical military
sense] than to coax that damned tanny race.”

Other British light infantry regiments would fight less successfully
in the North American theater, largely because their English nationality
officers simply transferred into the regiment from standard units
without the proper training to act as irregulars. Thomas Gage, the
commander of the 80™ Foot, kept “up Discipline Strictly,” perhaps too
strictly for effective irregular warfare. Many light infantry units had
still not learned their business by the 1770s, when English regulars
faced American rebels on broken terrain. At Lexington-Concord,
Bunker Hill, and Saratoga, they ran into an ambush or fruitlessly tried to
assault frontally a fortified position, reminiscent of Braddock in 1754
or Fort Ticonderoga in 1758, both described subsequently. 33

Light infantry—Ilike everything else in love, life, and war—was
sometimes effective and sometimes a failure. The same attempt to
domesticate irregular military operations also occurred within the
French force structure. Even the fiercest critics of Canadian
indiscipline (some called the Canadians “worse than savages™) granted
that “in the woods, behind trees, no troops are comparable” to this
militia, of which there were some 15,000 men. To maximize their skills
and minimize their liabilities, the French incorporated over 2,000 of
these Canadians into regular battalions, the troupes de terre and the
troupes de la marine, in which case, French regulars commanded the
colonials—or colonials with specials talents for war commanded them.
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Either way, the native-born were to be Europeanized, rather than the
European soldiers allowed to go native, a situation of serious concern to
senior officers: “Soldiers, corrupted by the example of Indians and
Canadians breathing an air permeated with independence, work
indolently . . . The country is dangerous for discipline. Pray God that it
alone suffers from it;” that is, that it does not infect France itself.

By the time the French had formed their own light infantry
companies in 1760, the conflict for control of North America was in its
final and largely conventional phase. Consequently, such units
performed far fewer irregular missions, such as conducting small-unit
raids. For each side, light infantry paved the way, screened, attacked, or
protected the flanks of conventional regiments, and it gathered
provisions (particularly cattle) during the decisive battles at politically
decisive_terrain, Quebec and Montreal, the capitol cities of French
Canada.

Campaign Strategy and Narrative History

Everything is terrible in an American campaign . . . mutual destruction
[is] the object and all is at stake.

—Colonel Henri Bouquet, Royal Americans, 1764

Most British senior officers and officials in the colonies were titled
gentlemen for whom the war for North America was supposed to be a
gentlemanly conflict conducted “on a European footing,” what
historian Julian Corbett called “limited war,” when he coined the term
in 1907 in his book on the Seven Years’ War. Typically, government
ministers only planned to protect disputed territory. Military action was
equally fastidious, unless Americans, Canadians, or Indians (the
“savages” and “vermin” on both sides) got out of hand. “To carry on the
War in this Country with the same humanity and generosity it is [done]
in Europe,” French and English officers exchanged prisoners, wine,
cheese, beer, and partridge—*"“a necessary and good example to set in
this barbarous country, not only on account of humanity but because of
politeness.” Marquis de Montcalm, commander of French forces in
North America, was one of several knights-errant to the theater who
resolved to fight “like a gentleman.” When “Cruelty and Devastation”
nonetheless arose, George Townsend, a British brigade commander,
still vowed to “seek the reverse,” preserving civility in the changing
nature of this “disagreeable campaign.”
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Colonial Americans felt differently, especially those from New
York and New England, the provinces on the proverbial front line.
Their idea of reciprocity with their adversary was to dispatch scalping
parties, “a barbarous Method of conducting War [but of course]
introc’d by the French.” Canada, by controlling Fort Louisbourg on the
tip of Nova Scotia and the Montreal-Albany corridor, held the front and
back doors to New England and the northern border of New York. Its
75,000 white settlers in 1754 could scarcely match the 1,200,000
British subjects to the south if it were not for certain cultural factors
inherent to its economy, particularly built on fur trapping and the Indian
trade.

Canada was at a quantitative disadvantage, moreover, because it
discouraged agricultural settlements and population growth that could
kill beavers or alienate Indians. It held a qualitative advantage because
a great many of its citizens practiced the fur trade, propagated the
Catholic religion (“universal” for all people), learned native languages,
and married Indian women—behavior shunned in British America,
largely populated by Protestant Puritan sects not keenly interested in
pagan converts nor in natives as prospective brides. Sir William
Johnson, the Crown’s agent to the Iroquois, was one of the few
Anglo-Americans to “do [Indians] much honour,” as had been done in
Canada. Perhaps because he was an Irish immigrant and not completely
at home in the colonial English cultural milieu, he entered into a
common-law marriage with a native, a great asset when hosting
ceremonial feasts that were far more than ceremony; that was where
Indians made civil and military plans. Johnson also joined Iroquois
government councils, helped convert Indians to his religious faith,
dressed in war paint for battle, and thereby became an intermediary
between native tribes and Anglo-American armies. “His knowledge of
our affairs,” said one chieftain, “made us think him one of us.”

Johnson, rather notorious for his manners in America, would have fit
right into Canada, which commissioned an unusual body of officers by
eighteenth-century standards. Officers began in the ranks and won
promotion by aggressive action, not by birth, politics, or seniority, as
was the norm in Europe. They used Indian allies and methods against
Anglo-Americans, who spoke of French-Canadians as they often spoke
about Indians, partly in contempt for those who fought employing the
tactic of surprise and partly in awe of the best skirmishers in the world.
“Our men are nothing but a set of farmers and planters,” said one
English observer in 1757, whereas Canadians “are used to arms from
their infancy among the Indians and are reckoned equal, if not superior,
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to veteran troops. . . . [Canadians] maintain themselves in the woods
without charges—march without baggage—and support themselves
without stores and magazines—[whereas] we are at immense charges
for those purposes.” 40

“New England Men, by all Accounts, [may have been] frighten’d out
of their Senses, at the name of a French Man,” at least according to Lord
Loudoun. On their part, the French lived in fear of their own Indian
allies and in contempt of the Canadians, who appeared to have gone
native. In the early eighteenth century, British forts planted on the
frontier began to undermine French influence with Native Americans.
The Indians certainly preferred French brandy to British rum.
However, these short-term factors could not offset the long-term
economic trend. England sold blankets, jewelry, tools, knives, steel,
gunpowder, and muskets to the fierce Mohawks at less than half the
price the French charged the Hurons, Algonquins, and other tribes from
whom they got pelts and furs, as well as enemy scalps. At the same time,
the Royal Navy blockaded Canada during the war, thereby preventing
the imports that maintained that country’s Indian trade. Hence, France
was obsessed with the notion that the British would eventually pay the
natives to throw us “entirely out of the continent of North America,” as
the Iroquois nearly did in the mid-1600s.*!

Using its sole competitive advantage while it still had Indian allies,
Canadian forces raided families along the American frontier. As in all
wars, the means helped determine the methods and the methods the
objectives. The French and the English both used Indians, Canadians,
or American frontiersmen, to “do some good.” None of the native-born
were effective at siege craft or standard battles in open fields, both of
which put a premium on corporate discipline. Their natural talents were
as guerrilla raiders. Hence, to be truly useful in a war, these auxiliaries
had to do things “their own way,” a euphemism for torturing, scalping,
and terrifying other Christians or the Indians their European enemy
employed. (Naturally, no self-respecting Christian gentleman would
ever do such things himself.) Admittedly, neither the French nor the
British were particularly gallant, but both had an excuse to soothe their
sensibilities: “What would be a violation [of propriety] in Europe
cannot be regarded as such in America,” a barbarous place to begin
with. France, in particular, reasoned that the use of “savages” was the
only way to chastise its greedy rival who had “violated the most sacred
laws of civilized nations” by crossing any barrier to conquer any land it
could. “Humanity shudders at being obliged to make use of such
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monsters [the Indians]. But witligut them, the match [against Britain]
would be too much against us.”

The Canadian “plan of containment”™—an admitted policy of
“consternation and terror”—was “calculated to disgust the people of
those Colonies and to make them desire the return of peace.” This, Paris
hoped, would divert English military resources from the European
theater to colonial protection. Quebec, for its part, calculated that it
would “distress” and obsess Anglo-America with mere survival. Then
its potential money and manpower would not be used to assault
Quebec, the heart of New France built right on the spinal column of the
Saint Lawrence River, all substantial settlements of the colony having
been constructed on its banks. Before 1756, the French plan failed to
panic London, which held its colonies could secure their own defense.
However, within British North America, these raiding parties seemed
part of a “detestable and wicked Conspiracy” by which Quebec and its
Jesuits would mobilize their “frenchified Indians” and one day “drive
[all] the English Settlements into the Sea.”®

For years, Canada’s strategy intimidated and confused Americans,
every settlement (let alone colony) being forced to defend itself.
However, raiding party warfare gradually caused the reaction it was
supposed to prevent, that is, open complaints that “the most we do is to
defend ourselves at Home; but they [the enemy] are for an offensive
War.” By the mid-eighteenth century, the royal governor of
Massachusetts was telling London of “undoubted intelligence that the
French design to make further encroachments on his Majesty’s
Territories,” the only viable counter being his own (the governor’s)
plan “to march an army in a few days to the gates of Montreal and pour
our troops into the very heart of their country.” Whether grasped before
the late 1750s or not, the political momentum gathering for taking the
conflict to the enemy would be a major factor for the adoption of the
irregular warfare component of compound war by the British. As
further discussion will show, these unconventional tactics and force
structure were effective on the offense but inappropriate when
conducting an inactive (static positional) defense.

Because France had major military commitments in Europe and
lacked the naval lift to project a substantial force abroad, it could
protect Canada only if the conflict remained limited in scope and
spirit, as it was as late as 1755, when Britain dispatched General
Edward Braddock with 1,400 regulars to dismantle French forts under
construction in the disputed Ohio River Valley. The first of five British
commanders-in-chief in the next three years (the turnover being
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testimony to frustration and failure), Braddock recruited 450 additional
Americans to build roads and to drive wagons. The English called these
men “bobtails,” “very indifferent men, this country affording no
better.” For deep reconnaissance, Braddock relied on Indians, whom he
found drunk with liquor, stuffed on his provisions, and the cause of
much disorder insofar as his soldiers fought over sexual favors from
Cherokee women accompanying their men. This was no small problem
for Braddock, who insisted that the regulars set “the most soldier-like
example” in hopes of making American recruits “as useful as possible.”
He dismissed all but eight handpicked Indian scouts and largely
ignored those whom he kept. Some of these, feeling slighted, went on
what might be called a work stoppage. Others joined forces with the
French. As Braddock proceeded towards the Ohio River, he could
convince only two scouts to go out on patrol. >

Confident of success, Braddock did not grasp the force-multiplier
effect irregulars could have on a conflict, rather typical of
contemporary English army officers, who recently had no trouble
crushing Scottish Highlanders but largely because the “Beggarly
banditry” made a fatal mistake. The Scots had rejected guerrilla tactics,
heretofore their strong suit, and adopted conventional formations at the
Battle of Culloden in 1746. Now, nine years later, Braddock told a
Pennsylvania contractor named Benjamin Franklin that “these [Red]
savages may be a formidable enemy to your raw American militia but
upon the King’s regulars and disciplined troops, sir, it is impossible
they should make any impression”—famous last words.

On 8 July, some 637 Indians, 146 Canadians, and 72 French regulars
(“attachés aux Savages”) met Braddock’s 2,000-man task force on
close terrain. (Then) Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Gage, in command of
the advance party, failed to execute his mission of buying time for the
main body by holding off the initial enemy onslaught. Bradddock,
meanwhile impatient to thrash his unworthy opponents, led the main
column forward, where it crashed into his vanguard in hasty retreat.
Mired in confusion, the entire force was soon caught in a withering
crossfire. One English soldier was heard to mutter: “We would fight if
we could see anybody to fight.” Others did as they were trained and
fired at soldiers in closed formation, although this time the target
happened to be their fellow Britons. Within three hours, the
Anglo-American force had sustained 950 killed or wounded,
approximately four times the casualties Custer would suffer at the Little
Big Horn in 1876. While Canadians and Indians fell out to garner scalps
and gather booty, Braddock’s survivors fled back to Virginia. The
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anti-British coalition had won using the tactics of compound war, as
this book defines the term. An irregular force (Canadians and Indians)
operating out of sanctuaries (north of the Great Lakes) had combined
with a conventional power (France) to inflict defeat on a numerically
larger enemy, the Anglo-American army. “Who would have thought
it?” Braddock muttered the day before he died of his wounds.*

The defeat of Braddock’s expedition increased substantial doubts
among friendly Indians about alliances with the British, even among
the Mohawks, the most friendly tribe to the British. Partly out of trust in
William Johnson, appointed to military command for his influence with
the Iroquois, the Mohawks still provided some 200 men to scout and
screen for an expedition north of Albany up the corridor towards
Montreal. In initial contacts with a much larger force of some 1,500
enemy in September 1755, they suffered twelve wounded and thirty
dead (including their most pro-English chief), after which they
abandoned the campaign, asking Johnson, “do you think that we should
leave our Women and Children to be swallowed up with Sorrow?”
Iroquois warriors would not rejoin the war effort until 1759, when
English soldiers and supplies, finally tipping the balance of power,
enabled the Confederation to reestablish economic and military
domination of pro-French Indians in the Ohio River Valley,
particularly the Delawares. In the meantime (1755), Johnson was in no
condition to proceed north of Lake George, having lost his Indian
auxiliaries, sustained 1,000 total casualties, and suffered a serious
wound in the thigh. He remained at the area of the battle, where he built
Fort William Henry, the site of a military turning point two years hence.
To replace his so-called wards in the scouting ranks, Johnson recruited
a New Hampshire militia unit that had just proved its ability to fight in
the forest by mauling enemy Indians when they broke ranks to loot the
dead. These Anglo-Americans would soon be known as Rogers’
Rangers.

Unfortunately for French Canada, its success in 1755 (in crushing
Braddock and blocking Johnson) had enormous consequences at the
political, strategic, and tactical levels. In London, the old
Newcastle-led Cabinet, primarily concerned with fiscal balance,
reconfigured itself to become a coalition government led by William
Pitt, who was devoted to the conquest of French colonies in America
irrespective of cost. Nonetheless, the enhancement of the size of
Britain’s military commitment might not insure victory in North
America by itself. Braddock’s force was substantially larger than the
enemy it fought in Western Pennsylvania. He himself believed there
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was no necessity to make major qualitative changes, on his deathbed
murmuring “we shall know better how to deal with them another time.”
George Washington, who had led the Virginia militia element, also felt
no need to change doctrine or force structure, other than enhance
standard discipline: “We have been most scandalously beaten by a
trifling body of men.” On the other side of the issue stood those who
thought qualitative change needed—but apparently impossible for
British personnel. They simply “were unfit to fight in the woods,” said
an Indian ally present at the Braddock massacre.

Other options aside from doing nothing—because fundamental
change was unnecessary or impossible. An alternative was to train a
relatively small body of troops in special skills for unusual missions in
exceptional circumstances. Then one would not have to make a major
reconstruction in the doctrine, training, and force structure for the army
at large. Although it is never easy to field a special force, it was the
easiest way to solve a special military problem. Moreover, it kept the
bulk of one’s forces focused on fighting the conventional opponent, the
largest and presumably the most dangerous threat. America would
subsequently resort to this type of solution time and time again: raising
distinctive units to fight guerrillas in the Confederacy, the Indian
territories, the Philippines, South America, and Vietnam. (By official
directive of the Department of the Army, 13 October 1960, U.S. Special
Forces traces its lineage to Rogers’ Rangers.) Back in 1756, one North
American colonist wrote William Pitt, “It is an unpardonable neglect of
Duty to be surprised by the French when a few brisk men scattered for
two hundred yards on each Side will prevent it. Keep them from
surprising you and they are an Easy conquest.” (Italics mine.)5

London would enhance its total troop commitment, which now
included more specialty troops appropriate for New World terrain. As
much by improvisation as by strategic design, it had acquired an array
of forces for different responsibilities along the spectrum of
unconventional war. The Iroquois, highly irregular, were best at
independent operations. British infantry, being semi-conventional,
were best at guarding the flank of a main column. American rangers,
taking up the middle position on this combat continuum, were guerrilla
warfare specialists but still subjects of the Crown. Nonetheless, the
British army still lacked a necessary component: an emotional
commitment to victory. Then, on 10 August 1757, the so-called
“massacre” of a garrison holding 2,000 people (one-third of whom
were British regulars) moved the English towards adopting the total
war position of the New England colonies.
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American ranger patrolling being slack with Robert Rogers out of
action from a recent wound, a French-Canadian-Abenaki Indian force
surrounded Fort William Henry on Lake George in upper New York
(see Map 1). Gallic victory was now inevitable; battle served no
purpose but bloodshed. Hence European officers negotiated over a
full-course meal, complete with wine and beer. The French asked for
the outpost—situated on vital Montreal to Albany terrain and a base
from which Rogers had been raiding enemy strongholds to the north.
The British secured a withdrawal with full honor (all flags, small arms,
and baggage) to Fort Edward, fifteen miles to the southeast. All in all,
this was a highly civilized arrangement to those experienced in
European siege craft. The terms were reminiscent of those France gave
the Virginia militia it encircled in the Ohio River Valley in 1754.
Certainly, they compared favorably with what Montcalm had called the
“massacre” at Fort Oswego, where his Indian allies got drunk on
pillaged rum and killed some fifty Anglo-Americans he had pledged to
protect in 1756.72

Unfortunately, Montcalm’s promises and France’s limited war
policy were incompatible with its military force structure—in
particular its Canadians and Indians, who had been recruited by
promises of plunder. The so-called chiefs were “consulted” about the
settlement, but Indian individualism being what it was, the titular
leaders could not control the outraged rank and file when the latter
embodied the consensus opinion of the tribe. A thousand or so common
warriors had gone to Fort William Henry expecting a romp, such as the
one at Oswego. When their European allies now broke their word on
promised looting, these Indians took matters, clothes, and possessions
into their own hands. They also killed nearly 150 Anglo-Americans,
not counting those taken captive. Finally, the French stopped “this
abominable action” by buying back those still alive, including women
and children.

The Fort Henry incident was a decisive turning point in the war.
Hereafter, Indians were far more reluctant to fight for France, whose
promises were now suspect. Consequently, Anglo-American
operations were far less likely to incur substantial raids on their bases.
At the same time, Anglo-Americans were far more likely to conduct
similar raids of their own. In 1759, James Wolfe pushed west toward
Quebec and Jeffrey Ambherst north toward Montreal, a policy of
conquest sanctioned by the martyrs of Fort Henry. As exaggeration
replaced fact, the incident was depicted in histories as a wholesale
slaughter, during which the sadistic French “most perfidiously let loose
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their Indian bloodhounds upon the people,” a story later depicted in
James Fenimore Cooper’s The Last of the Mohicans: A Narrative of
1757. The cry “Remember William Henry” became for
Anglo-American soldiers what the later catchwords concerning the
Alamo and Bataan became for their American descendants. As Wolfe
said, rather unfairly, to Amherst in 1758: “Montcalm has changed the
very nature of war, and has forced on us, in some measure, to a deterring
and dreadful Veng:{eance.”5

Wolfe was a better warrior than analyst of events. Historically,
French Canada had been more indulgent towards Indian methods of
war than had been the British, exactly what one would expect from a
numerically inferior force likely to be crushed if it ever lost its ally.
Then Montcalm arrived to lead the defense effort in 1756. Thereafter,
France tried to have its cake and eat it, that is, recruit so-called
“savages” but ask them to fight by the honor code of eighteenth-century
European gentlemen. The French would have done better if they had
chosen either limited war or unrestricted Indian assistance. They
wound up with neither but were blamed for all things. One week after
the Fort Henry incident, the British military commander in chief wrote
that “in this country [the French] ... have committed every Cruelty in
their power.” “Whatever Troops you bring into the Field, are to me
French,” he told the governor of Canada in response to an official
statement of regret. “Therefore if any Part of them break through the
Rules of War, [that act] will immediately lay me under the disagreeable
necessity to Treat the whole of your People in the same manner.”

As the French ability to conduct irregular and compound warfare
substantially diminished, due to the Indian tribes deserting their side,
the British army increased its own capacity to conduct operations in
unconventional settings. General John Forbes had declared we must
“equip Numbers of our men like the Saveges” and “learn the Art of
Warr from Ennemy Indians,” a far cry from Edward Braddock. In 1758,
while building a new road into western Pennsylvania, he roughly
retraced Braddock’s march to Fort Duquesne, which he renamed Fort
Pitt. He then proceeded to expel France from the Ohio River Valley.
Braddock’s vanguard had been Thomas Gage, a tactical disaster.
Forbes used a battalion from the Royal American light infantry. Henri
Bouquet, far better than Gage at irregular war, was second to Forbes in
overall command.

The English not only formed the special infantry units to ward off
ambushes and secure supplies, but also had their senior commanders
now willing to take the war to noncombatants, a practice heretofore
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largely effected by the enemy. As early as October 1756, Lord John
Campbell Loudoun had discussed a “strike of Terror into the Enemy”
by “break[ing] up all these Settlements” in Canada. However, he did
not have the stomach to put this into practice, stopped paying bounties
for enemy scalps, and finally was relieved by William Pitt in late 1757
for failure to win the war, specifically for the disaster at Fort William
Henry. Pitt’s new high command, particularly Amherst and Wolfe,
were made of stronger stuff and were selected like Canadian officers
were for their military achievements and ambition, irrespective of their
youth and common social class. Amherst was forty when he became
commander-in-chief in 1758. Amherst said later, he had “come to take
Canada and did not intend to take anything less.” Wolfe, on his part,
was thirty-two in 1759, when he took six New England ranger and
seven light infantry companies on his expedition up the St. Lawrence to
Quebec. He had promised Pitt “an offensive daring kind of war [that]
will awe the Indians and ruin the French.” Now, when “the Canadian
vermin” resisted by raiding British camps they were “sacked and
pillaged,” as Wolfe had warned, although he still held to civility by
outlawing “the inhuman practice of scalping, except when the enemy
are Indians, or Canads dressed like Indians,” to Wolfe “the most
contemptible canaille upon earth.” Wolfe used rangers and light forces
much the way mercenary units were once used on the Continent to force
enemy subjects to desert their military posts in order to care for their
families, now threatened with abuse and starvation. His destruction of
farms and villages and much of Quebec was “war of the worst Shape,”
according to George Townsend, a subordinate brigadier upset by these
innovations (or reincarnations) of the European way of war.

Now that the war in America was being fought for permanent
conquest (not for diplomatic bargaining advantage), so it could not be
settled by raiding parties. Wolfe would have to capture the enemy
capital and destroy the enemy army, an objective that would require
him to use light infantry as an elite force with a special mission in a
conventional operation, rather than doing unconventional or irregular
war. In such arole, they led the assault up to the Plains of Abraham just
west of Quebec, where they silenced French mortars and cannon at
0400 on 13 September 1759. Although now surrounded, Montcalm’s
situation was not hopeless. In his fortress, he held a distinct advantage
in artillery—twenty-five cannon on his part to two light field guns held
by Wolfe on the Plains of Abraham. Moreover, other French units
nearby or in Montreal might still have mounted a relief expedition.
Nonetheless, Montcalm met Wolfe’s challenge to conduct the only
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open-field battle in a conventional formation during the entire war. His
exact motivation must remain a mystery, for he would not live to leave a
record. One suspects that this Old World soldier, racked by his
complicity in New World “terror” and “savagery,” wanted to die like a
European officer and gentleman, if he might.

The British army held the tactical advantage. Montcalm’s own
regulars were already so depleted that he had to put Canadian
militiamen into the French line, where they broke unit cohesion by
advancing too quickly or by lying down to reload. British light infantry
and American Rangers, used to better advantage, protected the flanks
of six English regular battalions, who sustained only sixty killed the
entire day, largely because the enemy lay down fire beyond the
effective range of their weapons. The British stood firm until the enemy
closed to forty meters, a textbook example of military discipline for
linear formations of a standing army. Then, at this ideal range, the
British delivered a devastating volley. The French immediately
suffered nearly 450 casualties; 1,000 more were soon inflicted by the
British follow-up bayonet charge. Five days later, the English occupied
Quebec, where 3,000 British soldiers would soon be afflicted by
starvation. Advocates of limited war, quick to condemn pillage, could
have warned Wolfe about this danger arising from his scorched-earth
policy.59

The battle outside the capital city of Canada was the most important
event of the war in North America, but other significant actions
followed. As long as the enemy held Montreal, the English position at
Quebec was in danger, hence the need for General Amherst to conquer
the second city of French Canada, which he did in 1760. That campaign
had three prongs: both up and down the St. Lawrence and north from
Lake Champlain. American militia provided logistics, although
Ambherst had little faith in these ax men and drivers: if “left to
themselves they would eat fryed Pork and lay in their tents all day.” On
the other hand, Amherst was an active proponent of American rangers,
although suspected of anarchy by most other British officers. Perhaps
he was tolerant of these particular colonials—if they were under
Rogers’ firm hand—because he had few alternatives. British light
infantry regiments had reasonable reliability but were still learning the
intricacies of scouting and screening in heavily forested terrain. As for
the Native Americans recruited by Sir William Johnson, they were
“lazy rum drinking Scoundrels,” in Ambherst’s eyes. Out of dire
necessity, as in the case of the American militia, he armed, paid, and
supplied the Iroquois, at the cost of 17,000 pounds sterling. He still
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professed “how averse [he was] to purchasing the good behavior of
Indians.” Ambherst sent the [roquois agent of the Crown “‘everything he
has asked of me,” if only to prevent their obstruction, rather than gain
their assistance. He recorded in his journal, after meeting with Johnson,
that “if the Indians know [about my operation], the French will have it;
though ever so much an Indian Friend, it is their business to give
intelligence on both sides.”®

Despite the Braddock debacle of 1755, Amherst could talk like his
late, lamented predecessor. The latest British commander in chief still
held no “Apprehension” that English soldiers could not smite any and
all Indians “with a Powerful and Heavy Hand.” Notwithstanding these
boasts on behalf of military convention, Amherst adhered to
practicality by resorting to American rangers, not British regular
infantry. Indeed, Rogers and company probably enabled this officer to
retain his intolerance. Because sufficient white men had experience in
the fertile woodlands of New England and New Y ork, the commanding
general would not face the necessity that later confronted the U.S.
Army in the depopulated deserts. In the southwest after the Civil War, it
simply had to use Native American scouts. Nobody else was available
or had the ability to find hostile Indians out in the frontier. In turn,
enlightened officers, such as George Crook, treated this essential
component of his force structure with commensurate respect—a far cry
from the disdain so pronounced in Jeffrey Amherst.

In 1759, before the fall of Quebec, Amherst ordered Robert Rogers,
recently promoted to major, to strike the Indian village of St. Francis, a
community of converts to Catholicism from various tribes across the
northeast. This military operation served several functions aside from
rescuing two English officers taken prisoner under a flag of truce and
five New England female settlers held captive. The operation, taking
place 100 miles west of Quebec and 50 miles east of Montreal, would
divert French attention from the major British invasions launched from
the opposite directions: down Lake Ontario to Montreal and up the
Saint Lawrence to Quebec. The raid was also supposed to intimidate the
Indian allies France still had. Amherst told Rogers: “Take your revenge
in such a manner as you shall judge most effectual to disgrace the
enemy.” However, “don’t forget that tho’ those villains have dastardly
and promiscuously murdered women and children of all ages, it is my
orders that no women or children are killed or hurt.” This may have
been a pro forma order issued by the English to assuage their own
conscience. John Campbell (Loudoun), the theater commander who
raised the first rangers in 1756, did so on the premise that they “will be
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able to deal with Indians in their own way.” Whether or not Amherst
knew what they would probably do in 1759, he drew a line too subtle for
an American like Rogers, whose initiation into warfare at age fourteen
was a flight with his family after French-led Indian atrocities drove
them from the New Hampshire frontier in 1746.

The Indians who were now about to be raided were masters of
surprise, much like the rangers they fought. However, on defense, they
were easy to surprise, not so the rangers, when under Rogers’ direct
command. In areas of military operations, he took care to post nighttime
sentries and avoid camp fires, the advantage of his unit having irregular
skills but a semi-regular chain of command. So-called Indian chiefs, on
the other hand, lacked the institutional authority to assign warriors the
boring and tedious duty of security detail, especially because war was
thought to be an activity conducted in brief intervals, like any other
recreation. At St. Francis, 300-odd men were sleeping off their liquor
when utterly surprised by 141 rangers and Stockbridge Indian
auxiliaries at 0300 on 6 October 1759. A few may have managed to
escape, but most were killed in their sleep. Rogers, enraged at finding
600 scalps (“mostly English™) hanging on poles in the town, then
burned the entire settlement to the ground. Some twenty women and
children survived; most of them were cut loose to fend for themselves,
and three were relocated to British headquarters at Fort Edward. If
Rogers exceeded the spirit of Amherst’s orders, he was certainly not
notified. Amherst remained Rogers’ greatest military benefactor, a
supporter of no small note—that is, provided Amherst retained his
theater command by capturing Montreal.

In July 1760, Rogers made his last significant contributions to that
effort by clearing some of the final obstacles for the final conquest of
French Canada. Fort William Henry was on the southern tip of the Lake
Champlain corridor that led straight to Albany and points south. Saint
Therese, a fortified village barely twenty-five miles southeast of
Montreal, was at the lake’s northern tail that led into the vital heartland
of Canada. Rogers, in this case, may have thought himself a gentleman,
at least compared to his opponents. This time he slaughtered no one in
their sleep, possibly because Saint Therese was a Canadian, not an
Indian, settlement, and he found no English scalps decorating the
village. Nonetheless, he destroyed or confiscated “every thing which
we thought could ever be of service to the enemy”: shelter, cattle,
wagons, boats, and farm and fishing equipment. One way to prevent
enemy irregulars from disrupting British supply lines was to preoccupy
them with concern for their immediate survival.
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Rogers, after returning to the British base at Crown Point, set out
with an advance guard of 600 rangers and seventy friendly Indians to
clear the last enemy rear guard elements from the Albany-Montreal
corridor. Amherst, unimpeded on this avenue of advance, was able to
mass 15,000 men outside Montreal on 6 September 1760. Prepared to
capitulate, the enemy asked to retain his arms, flags, and honor,
reminiscent of terms the British received at Fort William Henry in
1757. Amherst, with memories of what had subsequently happened,
insisted on due humiliation for “the infamous part taken by the troops of
France in exciting savages to perpetrate the most horrid and unheard of
barbarities in the whole course of the war.” On the 8th, the French
surrendered without the honors of war, thereby concluding what Robert
Rogers called the most “glorious” year in the history of the British
Empire. At the time, he could not foresee that many of his own
rangers—at Lexington-Concord, Bunker Hill, and Saratoga—would
soon use his tactics and compound warfare against the Crown in the
cause of American independence.

Summary

In the wars for European control of eighteenth-century North
America, both the French and the British used elements of compound
warfare. Neither side was particularly effective in this, however,
because both had fundamental cultural and military conflicts with
their irregular allies whether Indians, Canadians, or Americans. A
contestant in a war need not execute perfectly, only better than his
opponent. Because Canadian militiamen were better woodland
warriors than most Americans, the French had the advantage over
English soldiers as late as 1757, a time when the latter stood “fully
convinced they were by no means a match for the rabble in the
woods.” Ultimately, however, France lost its North American empire
because the British overcame defeatism and used compound war
methods of their own. The British, like many another combatant,
discovered that the best way to overcome an effective form of warfare
is to adopt it oneself.

The British did more than slavishly copy the French, however. They
domesticated irregular operations, otherwise having too many
overtones of anarchy for European-trained officers. They did this by
substituting rangers for Indian auxiliaries, and then more reliable light
infantry regulars for American rangers. When this happened, English
forces enjoyed march and base security on dangerous terrain ill-suited
for more conventional military units. (Said one officer on the fated
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Braddock task force, “there has not been ground to form a battalion
since we left the settlements.”) Once it had gained its new potency in
irregular warfare, Britain then terrorized Canadians and Indians in the
same way the latter had once terrorized Anglo-Americans. By so doing,
they encouraged enemy desertions, to which Indians and Canadians
were prone once long-range penetrations by Anglo-American
irregulars erased their family sanctuaries. This enhanced the decisive
quantitative advantage of British-American forces in North America
once England committed 44,000 soldiers and sailors to the conquest of
Quebec and Montreal.

Postscript: The Travail of Unconventional Warriors After
Fighting Their Compound Wars

The conquest of its major cities marked the end of French Canada. It
also marked the end of the glory years of Robert Rogers, colonial
America’s greatest contribution to the successful execution of
compound warfare. He would command the Queen’s American Ranger
[Tory] battalion in the American Revolution, a conflict during which
his new military opponents used the very compound war he practiced to
win independence from the Empire he loyally served. Jeffrey Amherst,
his institutional benefactor and protector, had retired to the English
countryside after 1763, failing to defeat Indians during the Pontiac
Uprising despite (or because of) his feelings that “their Total
Extirpation is scarce sufficient Attonement for the Bloody and
Inhuman deeds they have Committed.” Henry Bouquet, for his part,
had loyally suggested that the most effective method to “extirpate or
remove that Vermine” would be to “hunt them [down] with English
Dogs, Supported by Rangers, and some Light Horse.” The English
hardly had these assets in their standard military units. Amherst
floundered; Bouquet needed all his skills merely to survive an Indian
ambush inflicting over 100 casualties on the detachment that he led to
relieve Ft. Pitt. Ambherst was not on station in 1779 to save Robert
Rogers from relief for shortcomings important to the British officer
corps, such as having commissioned in his Tory unit “men of mean
extraction,”—mechanics, petty constables, saloon keepers, and one or
two proprietors of “Bawdy Houses in the City of New York.” The
English military establishment lost the Revolutionary War but, led by
Thomas Gage, Ambherst’s replacement as commander in chief,
dismissed Robert Rogers, known as “the famous Cap’t” back in 1756.
In 1795, the heroic ranger died in England a drunken debtor.%
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Rangers, being American provincials, were an easy target.
Old-guard English colonels went on to attack light infantry. “Instead of
being considered as an accessory to the battalion, they have become the
principal feature of our army, and have almost put grenadiers out of
fashion. The showy exercise, the airy dress, the independent modes
they have adopted, have caught the minds of young officers, and made
them imagine that these ought to be general.” For military necessity, the
Duke of Wellington would have to resurrect light forces in the
Peninsula campaign, 1806-1813. One may assume that he treated his
partners in compound warfare better than did the eighteenth and
twentieth century command, if only because his combined force
included Spanish guerrillas. No one could expect them to act like
subjects of the British Crown. Robert Rogers, on the other hand, was a
subject, received an English commission from Amherst, and (always a
self-promoter) claimed credit for “the most material Circumstance of
every Campaign upon that [North American] Continent.” Hence his
reputation and methods were a threat to the position, doctrine, and
reputation of the conventional English officer corps that disposed of
him after the American Revolution.

Much the same thing would happen to what would be the functional
reincarnation of Rogers and his rangers in World War II, that is, Orde
Wingate and his Chindits, the special name given to 10,000
Englishmen who sustained 50 percent casualties operating deep behind
Japanese lines in Burma. One junior officer in the command would say
of Wingate: “There was something awe-inspiring in his certainty and
his dogmatism which inspired the fullest confidence, so that one went
away saying, ‘with him in command we cannot fail’.” Those in
Britain’s military establishment, less mesmerized by Wingate’s
charisma, felt this oddly dressed figure in pith helmet and walking staff
was “a sort of a circus comedian” mixed with elements of Oliver
Cromwell and Lawrence of Arabia. “It was possible to laugh at him,”
wrote one officer who crossed his path, “but not when he was there,” a
reference to his intensity, his combative personality, and his
connections with Winston Churchill, who thought Wingate “a man of
genius, who might well have become a man of destiny,” if not for his
death in 1944 conducting operations in the field. His reputation would
be smeared in official histories and memoirs of the high command—or
so maintained his loyalists pointing to passages where Wingate is
described as “obsessed” by naive “dreams” that irregular operations
should be the main effort and as “a man who fanatically pursued his
own purposes without regard to any other consideration.” As for
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post-war personnel and promotion, as opposed to reputation, Wingate’s
greatest disciple, Brigadier General Michael Calvert, survived the
conflict to suffer in his place. Decorated seven times for heroism under
fire, including personally leading a bayonet charge against Japanese
infantry, Calvert would end up much like Robert Rogers: drummed out
of the army on trumped up charges of turpitude, thereafter spending
most of his life as an alcoholic and a drifter.

A pattern seems to emerge when a single army or empire conducts
compound warfare, as opposed to when it is done by a coalition of
sovereign political entities, each with clearly separate military forces.
Rogers and Calvert, after their military involvement, received rather
backhand treatment, as did T. E. Lawrence (of Arabia) after World War
I, and mutual opponents, U.S. Special Forces and Viet Cong insurgents,
after the Vietnam War. Military establishments—be they British,
American, or North Vietnamese—may use compound warfare in an
emergency but seem to do so reluctantly and retain hostility for their
irregular components. One of the benefits of ending a war—whether
winning or losing it—is that the regulars can then purge the
unconventional elements from their ranks, men whom they never really
trusted. It did not save Rogers, Lawrence, the Green Berets, or the
Chindits that they were idols of the public. That fact only seemed to
make them more threatening to the reputations of their rivals.”!

In defense of the more conventional components, one must
acknowledge that many irregulars did not preach the compound
warfare they practiced, perhaps because they may not have understood
exactly how they accomplished their feats. Compound warfare strategy
was effective because it combined regular and irregular operations,
either one being relatively unproductive by itself. However, by paying
little attention to the contributions of standard operations, men like
Rogers and Wingate gave themselves too much credit for ultimately
winning their wars. Egotism is hardly unusual in combat—or in any
other human endeavor for that matter. However, because irregulars
often survive through the forbearance of conventional components, a
bit more emphasis on the mutual necessity of compound operations
would have been advisable on their part.”2
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